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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

Case No. CV-2013-0001516-DW
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v.
DAN VALENTINE,
Defendant-Appellee.

APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF

Appeal from the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District
of the State ofldaho, in and for the County of Bannock

Honorable Robert C. Naftz, District Judge
Bannock County Case CV-2013-0001516-DW

Peter M. Wells
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I.

THE INTERPRETATION OF THE IDAHO RULES OF FAMILY PROCEDURE

IS A QUESTION OF LAW OVER WHICH THIS COURT EXERCISES FREE REVIEW

Dan Valentine does not dispute the evidence nor the argument that the premium paid by
his employer and the amount of the premium are significant and reduce his personal living
expenses. His Response Brief focuses upon his assertion that the Magistrate exercised proper
discretion in determining that the health insurance premiums paid by Dan Valentine's employer
are not fringe benefits. This argument is flawed as the interpretation of the Idaho Rules of Family
Law Procedure is a question of law over which this court can exercise free review. "This Court
exercises 'free review over interpreting a statute's meaning and applying the facts to the law."'
Stonebrook Constr., LLC v. Chase Home Fin., LLC, 152 Idaho 927,930 (2012).

The interpretation of the Idaho Child Support Guidelines is a question of law, and will be
reviewed freely by this Court. Kornfield v. Kornfield, 134 Idaho 383,385 (Ct. App. 2000). Further,
the Idaho Child Support Guidelines have been codified in the Idaho Family Law Rules as Rule
126. Interpretation of court rules, statutes, and administrative actions, is a matter oflaw over which
the Appellate Court exercise free review. " ... Interpretation of the Rules of Civil Procedure ... is
'a matter of law over which this Court has free review."' Boise Mode, LLC v. Donahoe Pace &
Partners, LTD., 154 Idaho 99, 106 (2013). "Statutory interpretation is a question oflaw over which

this Court exercises free review. Administrative regulations are subject to the same principles of
statutory construction as statutes. The language of either should be given its plain, obvious and
rational meaning." State v. Sanchez, 143 Idaho 239, 242 (2006). The District Court and the

Magistrate Court both erred when they determined that the interpretation of the Idaho Child
Support Guidelines was a matter of discretion. "The interpretation of a statute 'must begin with
the literal words of the statute; those words must be given their plain, usual, and ordinary meaning;
and the statute must be construed as a whole. If the statute is not ambiguous, this Court does not
construe it, but simply follows the law as written."' Verska v. St. Alphonsus Reg'l Med. Ctr., 151
Idaho 889, 893 (2011).
Idaho Rule of Family Law Procedure 126(F)(2) is not ambiguous. "A statute is ambiguous
where the language is capable of more than one reasonable construction." State v. Olivas, 15 8
Idaho 375,379 (2015). This portion of the Rule simply defines fringe benefits and states that they
are mandatorily included in the gross income of the parent who receives the fringe benefit. "Fringe
Benefits Defined. Fringe benefits received by a parent in the course of employment, or operation
of a trade or business shall be counted as income if they are significant and reduce personal living
expenses. Such fringe benefits might include a company car, free housing, or room and board."
I.R.F.L.P. Rule 126(F)(2).
This definition clearly identifies three (3) elements that must occur in order for a fringe
benefit to be included in a parent's gross income for purposes of child support calculation. First,
the benefit must be derived from the course of employment. Second, the fringe benefit must be
significant. Finally, the fringe benefit must reduce personal living expenses. If those three things
are found, this rule clearly states that the fringe benefit "shall" be counted as income for purposes
of the child support calculation. In this case, these elements exist but neither the Magistrate nor
the District Court analyzed the elements.
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No court has ever analyzed the evidence presented against these elements to determine
whether the health insurance benefits fit the rule. Instead, the District Court and the Magistrate
Court determined that this was an issue of discretion. The Magistrate Court reasoned that the health
insurance benefits are not similar to the other examples listed in the rule. However, that analysis
is not what the rule calls for; instead, the proper analysis requires an inquiry into the whether the
benefits are derived from 1) employment, 2) were the benefits significant, and 3) do the benefits
reduce the personal living expenses of the parent who receives them. Because of these errors on
behalf of the District Court and the Magistrate Court, this court must reverse and find that the
health insurance benefits provided to Dan Valentine are clearly a fringe benefit and must be added
to his added to his Child Support Guideline income. This is an issue of law over which this court
exercises free review.

II.

THE IRS REGULATIONS ARE NOT PERSUASIVE IN THIS CASE

Mr. Valentine's only real argument that his health insurance premiums should not be
counted as fringe benefits is a claim that the IRS does not tax him for the fringe benefits provided
by his employer. Mandy Valentine does not dispute that the IRS does not now require taxes to be
paid on the health insurance premiums that are paid by an employer, however, this is beside the
point and has nothing to do with the proper interpretation ofldaho Rules of Family Law Procedure.
This Court must find that Dan Valentine's argument is irrelevant and unpersuasive.
The interpretation of a statute is governed by the plain language of the statute. Verska v.
St. Alphonsus Reg'! Med Ctr., 151 Idaho 889, 893 (2011). Ms. Valentine is not asking this court

to interpret the IRS guidelines. Ms. Valentine is asking this court to interpret the Idaho Rules of
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Family Law Procedure, specifically rule 126(F)(2), which defines fringe benefits. A search of other
statutory provisions for an interpretation of fringe benefits is not proper when the statute itself is
clear and unambiguous. Id. Thus, the argument that the IRS regulations somehow restrict this
court's ability to determine that health insurance premiums are fringe benefits for purposes of the
Idaho Rules of Family Law Procedure must be ignored by this Court.

III.

CONCLUSION

This appeal relates to the interpretation of the Idaho Rules of Family Law Procedure. The
interpretation of those rules is a question of law over which this Court exercises free review. The
Court's review of the statute is governed by the plain language of the statute, unless the statute is
ambiguous. In this case, this statute is not ambiguous. It provides clear delineations as to what
constitutes a fringe benefit. Because the lower courts failed to analyze the statute itself, this court
must overturn the lower courts and find that Dan Valentine's health insurance premiums are a
fringe benefit which must be added to his Child Support Guidelines Income.
DATED this 8th day of February, 2017
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD
Attorneys for ,jJ?pellant I
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that on this date a copy of the foregoing Appellant's Reply Briefwas served on the
following named person at the address shown and in the matter indicated.
Jeffery Wayne Banks
Smith & Banks, PLLC
2010 Jennie Lee Drive
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83404

[X] U.S. Mail
[ ] Facsimile
[ ] Hand Delivery

DATED this 8th day of February, 2017.
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